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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant asserted that Nagasaka does not expressly teach forming 
the ground electrode to have a larger surface area than the charging electrode specifically to prevent arch discharging 
in the housing chamber. It was agreed that amendments to claim 1 to more clearly define the surface area differences 
and adding language to expressly claim that the surface area differences result in prevention of arch discharging would 
overcome the prior art to Nagasaka et al. 



